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5:3; URITED STATER ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
F REGION 5
C; \ 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD

E CHICAGD, 1L 60804-3590

REFLY TLFTHE ATTENTION OF:

Mnma,so’ia PGHH’EK}I} (‘on‘t”oi Agfmcv
525 Lake Avenue South, Sulte 400
Duatuth, MM 535802

Rer U Environmental Protection Agency Review of the Public Notice Draft NPDES Permit,
PolyMet Mining, Inc., NorthMet Project, Permit No. MNGO71013

Dear Mr. Uidd:

The U5, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Public Notice Draft
National Polhutant Discharge Elimination Sysiem (NPDES) Permit, fact sheet, and supporting
documents for the proposed PolyMet Mining, Ine., NorthMet Project, Permit Mo, MNOG71013
received from the Minnesota Pollution control Agency (MPCA) on January 17, 2018,

EPA would Hke to recognize the progress that has been made regarding the design of the
NorthMet project over the duration of the environmental review process. PolyMet 15 proposing
advanced water treaitaent and project design components that include a tailings basin seepage
capture system. Specifically, as part of the NorthMet project, the proposed seepage capture
system, as described in the fact sheet on pages 17 and 70, 1s designed to capture the existing
discharge from the tailings basin owned by Chiffs Brie, LLC tha‘t currently discharges to
receiving waters surrounding the basin. EPA would also like to note that the proposed water
capture systerns for the mine stte, plant site, and other associated areas is designed 1o be
umtegrated into the project’s overall water management system. The advanced water treatment
technology 18 a step forward toward protecting water guality and we comniend both MPCA and
PolyMet for their effort to require and vtilize this technology.

Enclosed for your consideration are our comments on the Public Notice Draft Permit. We hope
that these will be helpful to MPCA as it works to prepare a proposed permit. EPA will continue
to work with MPCA in our review of the proposed permit for this facility to ensure the permit
issued by MPCA is consistent with the Clean Water Act (CWA) and implementing regulations.
Please note that the comments below are abbweviated, and additional details are included in the
Enclosure to this letier.

1. Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations — The draft permit does not include water
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quality based effluent limitations except as described in the fact sheet (p. 41) forpHot
anv other conditions that are as stringent as necessary to ensure compliance with the
applicable water quality requirements of Minnesota, or of all affected States, as required
of all state programs by CWA Section 402(b), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(b); and 40 CF.R. §§
122.4(d), 122.44, and 123.44(c)(1), (8)-(9). Furthermore, the permit includes technology
based effluent lumitations that are up to a thousand times greater than applicable water
guality standards.

2. Effieent Limitations Guidelines Calculation — The draft permit does not include all the
requirements of 40 C.F.R. 440, Subparts G, I, and K that apply to this proposed project,
including a restriction on discharge volume that 1s in conformance with 40 CF.R. §
440.104(b)(2)(1) and that is equivalent to the annual net precipitation for the site.

2

Permit Enforceability Concerns — Several sections of the draft permit present
enforcement 1ssues that should be revised to ensure compliance with 40 C.ER. §§
122.4(a) and (d) (see also 40 C.F.R. § 123.44(c)). For example, the permit as written may
preclude enforcement per CWA Section 402(k), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(k), for pollutants
disclosed during the application process but for which there are no limitations, or for
water quality standards excursions where the limitation provided in the permit appears to
be greater than the applicable state water quality criterion. Additionally, the permit
contains “operating limits™ on an internal outfall that may not be enforceable by EPA,
citizens, and potentially MPCA and, thus, may be ineffective at protecting water quality
under the Clean Water Act (see 40 C.F.R. §§ 122.4(a), (d)).

4. Decision Making Procedures — The draft permit states that certain plans, reports, and
other actions are effective parts of the permmit upon submuttal by the permittee, making
them de facto permit modifications that, in some instances, are likely to be major
modifications subject to 40 C.F.R. § 122.62 (for example, see permit section 6.10.38).
EPA is concerned that the permit allows both the permittee and MPCA fo modify the
permit without following the public process for major permit modifications under 40
C.F.R. § 122.62. Permit modifications that do not follow federal regulations may be
unenforceable, may cause confusion for regulators and public over what 1s covered by the
permit, and therefore would not ensure compliance with the CWA (see 40 CF.R. §

122 .4(a)).

The above concerns must be addressed to ensure that the permit will achieve compliance with all
applicable requirements of the CWA, including water quality requirements of Minnesota and of

all affected states. If unaddressed, the above concerns may result in an EPA objection to a &
proposed permit. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 123.44(c)1), (5), (7}, and (9). In addition to the issues '
1dentified above, we also recommend that you consider and address the additional comments and

- recominendations provided in the Enclosure.

We look forward to working with you as we conduct a formal review of the permit consistent
with Section II of our Memorandum of Agreement. When the proposed permit is prepared,
please forward a copv, anv significant comments received during the public notice period, and
MPCA’s responses thereto, to rSnpdesi@epa.gov. Please include the EPA permit number. the
facility name, and the words “Proposed Permit” in the message title. If you have any questions
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related to EPA’s review, please contact Mark Ackerman at (312) 353-4145 or at
ackerman.mark@epa.gov. Thank vou for your cooperation during the review process and your
thoughtful consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

Kevin M. Pierard, Chief
NPDES Programs Branch

Enclosure

ce: Richard Clark, electronically
Stephanie Handeland, electronically
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bee: Barbara Wester, ORC
Jithan Rountree, ORC
Krista McKim, NPDES

Path and File Name:

Hittps://Usepa.Sharepoint. Com/Sites/RS/Wd/NPDES/R Sminingteam/Shared Documents/Polymet

-Northmet/Draft Permit Comment Letter/MNO071013_Polymet Northmet Draftperltr 2018 03-
14.Docx



EPA-R5-2018-005870_0002277



EPA-R5-2018-005870_0002277

B

Enclosure

UlB. Bnvironmental Protection Agency

Public Motice Draft Perprt Recetved Jamuary 17, 2018
PolvMet NorthMet

Permit No. MINOGT1013

Copments and Recommendationy o Ensure Consisteney with the Clean Water Act

Water Ounality Based Effiuent Limitations
ihe dmf’z pem’nt doeq nut mdude Vx ater quahf} based ;;f‘ﬂ uent hmz‘trﬁmns (W QBth‘} EXC epi as

’w 2RSS mmphmme w;ﬂz ‘the a.pphcaﬂs,, wazg.: quahty wquue@pmg of aneso‘f.a_ﬁ or G_f aﬂ

affected States, as required of all state programs by CWA Section 402(b), 33 ULB.C. § 1342(b);
and 4‘(} CER §g L,/d 4@} 1 &4 aﬂd 123 %{c}{"l‘} {8} (9}, }*urihemzore the germ;t nmmdes

e, e

""ap[}hcabie wa’ter quaht\y standards. "

1. Weacknowledge MPCA s consideration in the draft permit of the federal regulations at
40 C.FR. Part 440 Subparts &, ], and K, including TRELs. Bee permif sections 6.10.44
and 8.1.1. However, the permit does not mnclude WQBELs for key parameters and
appears to authorize discharges that would exceed Mimmesota’s federally-approved
human health and/or aquatic 1ife water quality standards for mercury, copper, arsenic, I
cadipium, and zine, This s concern would be mmh ed if the permit included W QBELs f mr}; ‘b 4
“Lhe:,Sz, pamm glers,

2. The pennit lacks clear narrative effluent fimitations such as an ungualified general
prohibition on d1sohaz ges that would cause exceedances of water guality Qianda&is
(W0B) For e}sampie at paragr &ph 6.16.4, the L}uﬁnl‘[ profubits ioxic discharges, but the
condition also neludes an exception for situations in which TBELs apply, as is the case
with acwm} of the pammetera covered bv thsa dmﬁ p@rmzt FPA"% coneern couié be

remaves ‘Eh@ qu:zhfx mg anguaac fmm pamomph 5. 1{ 4 to ckaﬂy pmh}br{ discharges ﬂm‘ﬁ
WOTIIH Catise exceszaices 5f “Water quaiy standards. I

polutants that were disclosed in the permit application as being present in the proposed ,
_discharge when evaluating the need Tor WOBELs. Thus, in the absence of WOBFELs,
_there 15 no assurance that the discharge will meet applicable water guality standards.
MPCA should, therefa¥e, Congider in 1ts analysis all the poliutants that were presented in
the application malerials as potentially present in the proposed discharge to determine
those WOBELs that are needed in the permit. Further, if MPCA considers a particular
parameter to be the key to ensuring the facility will meet all applicable water quality
standards, e.g., copper af monitoring station W8074 (permit section 6.10.40) or sulfate at
motitoring station W5074 {permit section 6.10.31), the permit should include appropriat
WQE} L= at moniforing location SDOOT to ensure that these internal operating limits
TESUIT T resting applicable water quality standards af the point uhwe the discharge is o~
sent to receiving walcrs {38410 Comment 6, beloWy.

3. The permitting record does notappear to demonstrate that MPCA considered all ¢ the
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Enclosure

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Public Notice Draft Permit Received Yanuary 17, 2018
PolyMet NarthMet

Permit No. MNOGT71013

4. The fact sheet’s reasonable - potential analysis relies on the assumption that data provided
mthe a pph‘,a’mon are maimim values without taking into account the potential N
variability and uncertainty in the discharge from this new source. Under the Addendum
to the EPA-MPCA National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Memorandum of Agreement for the GLI (Great Lakes Inifiative) (May 8, 2000},
Minnesoia committed to “use only alternative statistical procedures Tor dexwmg PEC )‘
that meet the standard 1 40 C F.R. Part 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5, Paragraph B.2 ”
To resolve EPA’s concern, MPCA shuld consider that the data provided in the
appliuatiun materials are estimates based on assumptions and modeling gutputs and
“ensure that its reasonable potential analysis is consistent with the precedures in 40 C TS{W“
Part 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5
3. At pages 34-370f the iaut shcet MPLA states that its decision that WQBELs are not
needed in the perniit relies on the Opthﬂii(}ndl tiins for suifate (1 fililligrams petTiter)
and copper (m micrograms per liter) at infernal outfall WSO74. Although these limits are
set to low values, including the copper [imit that is set to the water quality standard,
(calculated by assuming a hardness value of 100 mg/L), there 1s nothing definitive in the
iwennlt or supporting information that justifies a conclusion that meeting these operational

largets w il re&,ul‘i in meetmg water qudhty standards fm all ’fhef: pammeters in ‘fh;, pmmt

: ‘bttl'ﬂ to remove mercury 1s Umkm} WIL.

6. 'The permit requires that no sulfate or copper be added to the discharge after monitoring
station W5074, but does not prohbit the addition of any other addifives between
HioHitonng station  WS074 and The inal outfalls. Tn fact, the permit record shows that the
effluent oI the Waler treatment system will require mineral addition prior to its discharge
to surface waters to reduce the toxicity due to the low lonic strength of the treated water.
This raises two concerns. First, the permittung record includes information showing that
_available local sources of lime contain aluminum m levels that, 1f used, wil] likely result
m a discharge that exceeds the applicable wafer quality $tandard for aluminum.” While
MPCA appears assured that higher cost lime containing lower levels of aluminum is
availaBle and Will Be Used, to ensure that likely variability in the quality and price of
available fime does not result in cxcwdcmcesz of the applicable water quality standard, the

PProjected Effluent Qnality,” (PEQ) 1§ destribed In 40 CFR Part 132, Appendin F, Procedure 5 Paragraphi B2,
SURPA and MPCA agree that MPCA will use only alternative statistical procedures for deriving PEO that meet the criteriain 40
C.ER. Part 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5, Paragraph B.2. EPA and MPCA further agree that EPA retains the anthority 1o review
any specific statistical procedures Minnesota intends to use for deriving PEQs and to objeet to permits that have been developed
using statistiesl pracedures-that do not meet the requirements of Paragraph B.2. of Proceduzre §.°
7 “To ensure the WWES is operating as designed and to remain consistent with the assutptions made in the FEIS, the permit
inchades an internial performance monitaring padnt {Station WS74) where an Operating Limit of 10 mg/L sulfate applies. The
Operating Limit at W3074 iz an enforceable permal lHrait but is neither a water quality based permit Hmit nor a technology based
pmmt limit becaise there is o Reasonable Potential. ™ (p. 35).

* Soe page 43 of “Final Pilot-testing Report™ dated June 2013,

3 See page 31 of the “Final Pilot-testing Report™ dated Tune 2013,
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Fnclosure

Ulb. Environmesstal Protection Agency

Public Notice Draft Permit Received January 17, 2018
Polyhet Northbiet

Permit Ne. MNOOT71013

permit should inchuade a WOBEL fovaluminun at the final discharge points or an nternal
out '"ail fmr mme*& &&difien Spc ond in light of 1bfz pmen'nai for Whoie af’]uwm foxicity

'mﬂms OF an m’&:‘mai mﬁail cﬁar mineral J,ddv‘mm

7. EPA is concerned that the permit and supporting materials do not include sufficient
information to explain how downstream water will be proteclted consistent with CWA
Seetion 402(b 57, T3 USCL & }%4”{’0){‘%) based upon the following considerations,
mciudmg (1) downstream rgwmm wa&r«: m@ecd &m apphwbi state a m& downS‘ir@am

WQ%g has 1".10111‘,1@&. LPA that the pm}s.,(,t is hkeiy o wﬂmbuie o exauedanccs of its
downstremrn WS, including for mercury. MPCA should ensure that its permit will
ensure compliance with downstream state WQS.

b summary, EPA recommends that MPCA include WOBELSs in the permit for those parameters
identified in the application that are expected to be in the discharse and for Which Minnesota Bis

. apphcabisv WS, We note that as this s a new discharger, the inelusion of WQRELs for lhesff
parameters Wotld be prudent and provide a basis for measuring g the performance of the new
treatment technology proposed by the applicant. We also note that in subsequent permit cvcles,
after the facility has achieved full operation, such limits could be modified or deleted if no
reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards is demonstrated.

Effluent Limitations Guideline Calenlation

Thedralip {t permit does not include all the requirements of 40 C F.R. 440, Subparts G, J, and K
ihat ; app};y to this proposed project, teliding 8 restriction on discharge volume that ism
conformance with 40 CF R, § 440.104{b) 233} and that is uq_uz\fa}.en‘t to the annual net
precipitation for the site.

Permaf sections starting at 6. 1@ 1 mchide a iommia that J*s;:trospecisx ety calculates the allowable
di%fizarge ﬂow ;mi mc]udec, a “carryover” * araoimt geTned as “the dzrfez ence bamcﬁen ‘tbe

s T A tnmnnn

that the per}mme 13 ailow.,d 0 dpply to ‘L‘m fGHOV\ ing aaiendcu ye ar "Ehm CATTY OVEr mﬁﬁ,
appears to be in contradiction to the applicable regulatory definitions of “annual precipitation,”
“aﬁnuai evapora’zioﬁ * and “mine drainage” at 40 C.FR. § 440.132(b), (). We recormmend

stie bnit on flow, including this Limit in the permit, and ensuring that it is
j‘ms\zgzﬂm with 40 C. 3 z»*if‘é; £40.104(b %{”3}(1}

In addition, we recommend that MPCA cdonsider the applicability of — and inclusion of — effluent |
Limitations contained in 40 C.E R, § 440, 12, and 40T F R, Part 440, subpart A (iron are) as the
pm}eci discharge could include legacy poltutanis.

30f7
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Enclosure

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Public Notice Draft Permit Received January 17, 2018
PolvMet NorthMet

Permit No. MNOO71013

Permit Enforeeability Concerns
MPCA should address the following concermns,

L

Pt

The permit as written may preclude enforcement per CWA Section 402(k), 33 U.S.C. §

1342(k), for pollutants disclosed during the application process but for which there are no

limitations, or for water quality standards excursions where the imifation provided in the
TpEFTIT Appears to be greater than the applicable state water quality criterion.

The permil contains “operating limits” on an internal outfall that may not be enforceable
by EPA, cifizens, and potentially MPCA and, thus, may be ineffective at protecfing water
quality under the Cloan Water Act (see 40 C.F.R. §§ 122.4(a), (d)). Specifically, the
permit includes an internal outfall operating “target” and “limit” for sulfate based on a
voluntary commitment by PolyMet to meet a 10 mg/L. sulfate Hmit (permit sections
6.10.34-35) and an intemal operating “lint” for copper that MPCA states will ensure
compliance with the chronic water quality standard for copper (permit section 6.10.43).
We understand that MPCA’s authority 1o enforce such a provision may rest on state :
authonty, outside the scope of the CWA. MPCA should revise the permit as necessary ‘tcﬁ N
ensure that all NPDES requlrementq are enforceable under the CWA o

o

Additionally, the in‘tt”:‘maf “operating limit” for copper, at 9.3 micrograms per liter at

permit section 6.10.43, Is equivalent to the water quality criterion for copper. However, .-
permit section €.10.44 appears to authorize higher discharge concentration for copper, ‘A
based on the TBEL that appears to apply at outfall SDOCGL (permit section 8.1.1). This

creates a conflict as to which limit is applicable and enforceable against the permittee.
MPCA should revise the permit to include a WQBEL for copper.

MPCA plans to transfer the administratively continued, expired Cliffs Erie, LLC permit
(zmd associated enforcement documen‘t\} for the existing tailings basin o an atfiliated
uorporatc Enity of PolyMet. Il appears that this arrangement could resul{in the garinlttet N
holdmﬁ multiple permits covering the same discharge for some time after the a,ﬁ:t,e;fm e Ay
M{ate 0f fthe I\orthMet permit. This creates confusion over which discharges are cover arold
E:wimch Pi‘l‘fﬂi‘i and may complicate or preclode entor ba1nonL@£pemtt requirements

“under either permit, for example if legacy pollutants do not attenuate as pre diuted {(permit
“section 6.10. 45}

Additionally, the Permit Fact Sheet {p. 17) acknowledges mntinuing: seep discharges
from the tailing basin. As such, the draft pemm and/or supporting documentation should

e Eeath AssIgn Ié%}pﬁﬂxlblhw for seep dischargés by specifying those applicable portisig
of the Clitts krie, LLU permiut (MNOOS4089), the Cliffs Erie, LLC Consent Decree with
MPCA, and the draft NorthMet perniit. Specifically, the permit should include: (a) a list - e
éfiv known becwcludmg coordinates and/or sections) that are authorized to discharge \{ ‘*‘”f‘” o x
from the tailings basin, (b) amap i identifying seeps and their relationship to the planned B
mmtamm ent system, (¢) monitoring and applicable limits for these seeps, because, as

M“m»«
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Enclosure

U.8. Environmental Protection Ageucy

Public Notice Diraft Permit Received January 17, 2018
PolyMet Morthhiet

Parmit No, MNOG7I02

noted w the fact sheet (p. 17). seen discharpes “contributed to excesdances of
Effluent imi tations established in the NPDES/SDS permit,” and (d) eppropriate mterim

duthdtization, Timits, and requirements for tailings basin seens unti such a time as seeps
are mliy wnmned and cease {0 reach surface wat

4. MPCA plans to 1ssue general permit coverages for construction stormwater discharges
‘Prior to commencement of construciion. Netther the drafi individual pernuit, nor any
Supporting documentation clearly delineates what activities 876 exoiuded from coverage {
under a general permit. Further, the stormwater general permit would authorize
discharge from the draining of over 900 acres of wetlands, Whmh are dominated by peat
boga, This activity is expmed to release significant amounts of merc ury s

: _jdou nstrean ﬂ&*\’lg_,dbk‘ waters. While MPUA has acknowledged and addrewad such
discharges in 118 peat mﬁzmg permils (and in verbal comments regan dmg this praject),
nothing in the permitting record demonstrates that this issue has been addressed or even
considered. There is no provision in the construction stormwater seneral permit for

addressing ‘%p@mﬁ(ﬁ water qu:ﬁzt} standards 185ucs. Thus, the draft pc—:nmt {and associated

A A,

pemnﬁmﬁ scheme} appaaﬂ S 10 Eeav& METCry ﬁ“om dtus a%pu;t of ihe piO_jﬁC& Whoﬂ

“with a.ppmpnaie \?v QBF s S, ceul§ ?c, (,owre{i tinder the North M’e‘i penmt ar ano’iher
individual permit, o

1%

Permit section 6.10.17 does not allow. the permittee 1o discharge any process wastewater
from the ming site to the surface waters. However, it is not clear how wmphance with
his condition will be evalnated. Uﬂder 40 CF R, & 122,441, NPDES DETITHS mmi
nu,iude te monitoring requirements “to assure compliance with permit Lumitations,” which
“include, among other things, “the mass {or other measurement specified in the permit) of,
cach pellutant limited in the permit” and “the volume of efffuent discharged from each L
outfall.” We recommend that the permit include monitormg requir ements and conditions
agamnst which compliance can bg objectiVely feasired. We ha\m Similar cencezm Witk
other provisions at permit sections 6.10.26, 6.10.78, 6.11.2,

Drecision Making Procedures

The draft permit states that certain plans, reports, and other actions are effective parts of the

_pe"mz*f upon submittal by the permitice, making them de facto pczzmt modifications that, in some
nstances, are likely to be major modifications subject to 40T FRETI367 (for example, 588

pcrmz‘t section 6.10.38), EPA is concerned that the permit allows brﬂh the permittee and MPCA

to modzva the p;’:mm wzthout 1t ﬁiowmg the pubim process for IaoT permit modzma‘tmns under

e nfor(“eable may cause wniuszon for reouiamm and pu&lm over \ahazt is w\rered by the

Saf7
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Enclesure

U8, Environmental Protection Agency

Public Notice Draft Permit Received January 17, 2018
PolyMet NorthMet

Permit No. MNOO71013

permit, and therefore would not ensure compliance with the CWA (see 40 C.F.R. § 122.4(a))

Although MPCA may wish to require the permittee to undertake immediate corrective action in
dppmpnatc: cifctimstances, EPA recommends that MPCA eliminate those permit provisions that /
make : permiiiee- “siibmitted plans, reports, and other actions immediately-cffective parts of the

"re;g an ‘We wwmnmnd Ihat mstuad MPU& em lm' appro rmf;e enfol wmmt TESPOIISES and ifs
D m«\ P Pp p

e

Othier Rewmm endations ’j
EPA recommends that MPLA consider and address the following comments to improve the
clarity and-aceuracy of the permit.

e P
1. The draft permit contains no limits for CBOD, TSS. pH fecals] mrumt BOD/TSE
reductions af the sewage treatment stabilization pond/nternal-waste strear FHOMTOHAR-

%;\

>

%@c@m,om?\?v 5009. A‘Isa the permit contains no Hmits for CBOD, fecal coliform, or percent ¢

b

3

BOD/TSS reductions at ( ( Outrall SDUDT. " WeTalst note that there does not appear to be a

" reasonable potential discussion regarding the stabilization pond. MPCA should evaluate ¢4
whether effluent from the stabilization pond will cause or contribute to excursions from
water quality standards. We also recommend. ingluding reporting requirements, 511&1 as
weekly mamtenance observations, for the stabilization | pond.

1

The pumit {at p. 9 and Tahle 2.1) states that the WWTS discharge will be distnibuted to e
varous. tributaries to minimize hydrologic or ecologic impacts, hut the permit does not N f
clearly describe the relationship between the flow in these outfalls and t the allowable

discharge (permit section 6.10.1 - 6.10.9). MPCA should include pm\’mom in the permit /%4

LN wv.\mo

that show how the permittee and MPCA will d«stenmih@@am hution of | ﬂc}wa to
Cuttalls SDO02-510 ﬂll

caRAS

3. Lﬁg\gmmm (at p. 11) discusses the “controlled discharge™ from the stabilization popdto = & &

the floatation tailings basin (FTB). The permit should explaim how the controls on this :
discharge will function as enforceable requirements of the permit. el

D

4. P@H’nl’f section 6.10.12 does not allow cells 2E and 1E to be combined until the floatation # /
thngb basin seepage collection system 1s “fully opétafing” but 1 1s not clear how this ., 4
term 1s defined. MPCA should define “fully operating” to ensure that these permit .
roﬁﬁﬁemem% can he adequately momtored and enforced.

LA

Pen‘nit section 6.10.27 requires the permittec to maintain a system of paired monitoring 3 7.
“well§ and piezometers (one internal and one external to the FTH seepage containment

system}. If these are established monitoring points already included in the permit, MPCA é«ii
should muiude references (o the monitoring numbers here. If these mommrmg points

have umt yet | beem established, MPCA should ereate and include them the monitoring

mble along w Jith the type and frequency of data collection.

Gaof?
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Enclosure

U8, Environments! Proteciion Agency

Public Notiee Dratt Permit Received Jannary 17, 2018
?0}5@\@,‘5 MorthhMet

Permit Mo, MINOO71013

6. Permit section 6.10.26 says “Direct discharge to surface waters from the FIB & ak
‘Containment System is prohibited.” Et is unciear to B PA Enm MPC A W m:dd
the pmhzhﬁmn Bf “direct uzscharvc 2% b

S

" 5, SW006, SW007, and =Y
M‘» 020 0 ‘neom i&wm@mha fOHDW“lﬁ{I mﬁ;a& opcmﬁon of ‘éhu WWIS., MPCA ghmﬂd o
L, begn sam ﬂm zp{m permit issuance so that a baseline can be established ai the
IOLaUDIlb e
8.

s

pemmieff cemﬁf this ﬁndmg ‘%mnlarh it PCBs are grexem: on fqt? then MPCA &houid
wvme the permit 1o include nlomform&rcquuem ents t evaluate mmphanm, With the
pmhjbmon

9. We recommend that the permit include at the beginning {for example, poira cna‘zzon ’w

the federal and state authorities pursnant fo which the discharges from the facihiy are & &
a?iewed

10. There are several references in the permit and fact sheet where the reader is directed to
thep ;Ler;fnﬁ '%.ppi cation Tor more micrmation. “For ex*zmpie one reference to the 3d
volume of The Udiober 5017 permit application references a document over 500 pages
long (see permit p. &) We suggest including a location for references such as these

throughout the permit to facilitate the reader’s abiiiy 1o access the information.

TE Peymit %c’zzm 6. 10.21 allows “agency pre-approved adaptive management or Tuitigation

[ —

meawxm We recommend including a link oF refereiice to where these Mmeasures oan be o
located, '

12. The maps and figures in the permit and fact sheet are often difficult to read, If clearer » 9
Versions of these cannot be included, we suggest including a refere ence ’m whez ne
original maps and Higures can be viewed in hard COpY. Or on line,

-
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